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The Examiner has rejected Claims 1-2, 5-6, 9-10, 13- 
14, and 17-18 under 35 OSC 102(e) as anticipated by Khan; 
Claims 1-2, 5, 9-10, 13 and 17-18 as anticipated by 
Dumbill; and the remaining claims under 35 USC § 103(a) as 
unpatentable over Khan in view of additionally-cited art. 

A computer-based method and program storage device is 
claimed for providing information between multiple content 
provider nodes and a user node, with a portal node 
inbetween. The method comprises a portal node receiving 
information from multiple content provider nodes, the 
information having been generated in a markup language 
using different portlets at each of the content provider 
nodes; combining the received information using a generic 
portlet; and sending the combined information to the user. 

The term "portlet" is described in the Specification 
on page 3 as a "content-specific application that runs on a 
portal".. A portlet is not a portal, but is the application 
which runs on a portal. Applicants respectfully contend 
that the Examiner has erred in using the terms "portal" and 
"portlet" interchangeably in the Office Action. 

The Khan patent teaches a bookmarking system and 
method for a user to choose to bookmark remote computer 
locations (e.g., a content provider sites) and for a 
bookmark server to store information (i.e., URLs) for 
linking the user to the sites. A customizable bookmark 
portal page is created for the user at the server. The 
portal page is not a portlet. The portal page is a page 
with a list of bookmarks (i.e., hyperlinks) which can be 
customized by the user and selected by the user for access 
to the web sites. When a user wants to access a bookmarked 
site, the user contacts the server, accesses the bookmark 
portal page, and selects one of the user's bookmark 
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entries. The server can also provide the service of 
scanning the sites listed on the user's bookmark portal 
page for updates, and push updated content to the user. 

The Examiner has concluded that Khan anticipates the 
claim language since Khan provides a portal page with a 
list of URLs on a user's bookmark portal page. Khan 
teaches combining a list of URLs on a portal page. Khan 
does not teach a generic portlet for combining content 
generated by multiple different portlets. Khan doesn't 
provide a generic portlet, rather, Khan provides a portal 
page. Khan doesn't combine content generated by specific 
portlets at multiple sites, it lists URLs (Col. 1, lines 
49-52) . 

The Examiner cites Khan's teaching that the system 
uses HTML OR another protocol {Col. 6, lines 1-6), which is 
not the same as a generic portlet for combining content 
generated by different specific portlets. Further, under 
Khan when a user accesses a content provider node to 
request content, the content is delivered directly to the 
user from the accessed site, not from the bookmark server 
(Col. 1, lines 34-37 and Col. 12, line 66-Col. 13, line 
22) . Khan does teach that the bookmark server can push 
updates; but, in so doing. Khan's server makes 
"arrangements with web sites to push regular site 
updates... to users and will relay these updates" (Col. 11, 
lines 39-47). Khan's server is not using a generic 
portlet; is not translating or reformatting content, but is 
merely relaying content; is not combining content from 
different sites generated with different portlets; and is 
not sending combined content to a user. Clearly, Khan does 
not anticipate independent Claims 1 and 17 or the claims 
that depend therefrom since Khan's portal is not a portlet. 
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With respect to the language of Claims 9-16 and 18, 
Khan does not teach the steps of generating, within at 
least one content provider node, user-requested content 
information in a markup language using a specific portlet; 
sending the generated information to a portal node for 
combining with information in the markup language received 
from other content provider nodes using a generic portlet; 
and sending the combined information to a user node. Khan 
merely combines URLs in a list on a portal page and, when 
pushing content, relays content from a single site without 
alteration or combining. Again, Khan's combining of URLs 
into a list on a portal page is not the same as or 
suggestive of combining content with a generic portlet. 

The Examiner has erred in interpreting the Khan portal 
page as synonymous with a portlet, and has erred in 
concluding that Khan anticipates the claims. Anticipation 
under 35 USC 102 is established only when a single prior 
art reference discloses each and every element of a claimed 
invention. See: In re Schreiber , 128 F. 3d 1473, 1477, 44 
USPQ2d 1429, 1431 (Fed. Cir. 1997). Since Khan does not 
teach every claim feature, the anticipation rejection 
cannot be sustained. 

The Dumbill reference also does not anticipate the 
invention. The reference is the author's analysis of 
Jetspeed, a product for providing a gateway to multiple 
information resources. Dumbill provides a different 
definition of the term "portlet" than does the present 
application. The term "portlet", as per page 3 of the 
Specification, is a "content-specific application that runs 
on a portal". Dumbill states that "boxes of headlines on 
the front page are, in fact, the representations of so- 
called portlets--information chunks imported into Jetspeed" 
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(page 2, i ines X - 3) . Dumbill furfcher ^ 
"Jetspeed automatically builds a database of networked 
resources into portlata- (page 2, lines 3-4); that Jetspeed 
"defxnes a portlet API" (pa ge 2. line 6); that a "user is 
the able (sic) to arrange the available portlets on their 
home page" (page 3, line 41,; and that "[IJf you want to go 
further than providing a headline feed for your information 
into the portal, then you need to write your own code for a 
Portlet" (page 5, lines 3-4, . Essentially, Dumbill teaches 
that Jetspeed provides a gateway with a list of portlets 
(a.k.a., information chunks). 

Dumbill does not teach or suggest a portal node 
receding content generated by multiple different specific 
portlets (i.e., content-specific applications) on different 
content provider nodes, combining content using a generic 
portlet, and sending combined content to a user. Dumbill 
suggests a gateway providing list of portlets (page 4, line 
3D. Listing portlets does not anticipate a generic 
portlet for combining content generated by different 
specific portlets. Further, Dumbill states that if a user 
wants more than a list/headline feed, the user must write 
their own code for a portlet (page 5, lines 3-4). Clearly 
Dumbill is not teaching the invention as claimed. 

For a patent to anticipate another invention under 35 
USC § 102, the patent must clearly teach each and every 
claimed feature. Khan teaches a portal for listing URLs. 
Dumbill teaches a gateway or portal for listing portlets, 
and refers to portlets as "information chunks". Neither 
Khan nor Dumbill teaches a portal node between content 
provider nodes and user nodes for using a generic portlet 
to combine received information generated by different 
specific portlets at multiple content providers and for 
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sending the combined information to a user node 
Accordingly, it cannot be maintained ^ ^ ^ 

anticipates each and every claim feature. 

in light of the f act that the Examiner has erred 
analogizing the terms po^al and poxt.et and has erred in 
concluding that the Khan and Dumbill references show each 
and every feature of the claimed invention; Applicantg 
respectfully request that the rejections based on 35 USC § 
102 be withdrawn. 

Applicants further assert that t-ho 
. fc . eri that the remaining 

rejections under 35 USC 103 are predicated on the 
aforementioned erroneous interpretation of the teachings of 
the Khan patent. Accordingly, Applicants believe that the 
103 rejections must also be reconsidered and withdrawn. 

Applicants respectfully request withdrawal of the 
Fxnal Office Action and re-opening of prosecution of the 
application. 
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